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Office of PAGR

Re: Appeal of Lakeville, CT - Docket #1369705-06039, posted August 27,2017

Brronn rua Posr¿.r, Rarn CovrnnssroN

Petitioners are appealing the Postal Service's Final Determination concerning the Lakeville, CT
Post Office. The Final Determination was posted August 27,2071 and indicates that the
Lakeville Post Office will be a classified brancl¡ providing delivery and retail services and
consolidated with Salisbury Post Office, which will remain the administrative office.

You indicate that the Postal Service, in making a determination whether or not to consolidate a
post office shall consider:

A. the efflect of the consolidation on the community;
B. the effect of the consolidation on employees;
C. whether the consolidation is consistent with government policy that the Postal Service
shall provide a maximum degree ofregular postal service to small towns
D.the economic savings to the Postal Service as a result;
E. other.

You ask Petitioners to supply evidence that the Postal Service did not consider certain required
issues; that the facts relied upon by the Postal Service are not valid; or that the facts in the Final
Determination are true but do not prove what the Postal Service asserts.

In accordance with the applicable law, 39 USC 404(dX5), the Petitioners request that the postal
Regulatory Commission review the Postal Service's determination to Consolidate the Lakeville,
CT Post Office and Continue to Provide a Classified Branch for the following reasons:

The Final Determination recites various statistics ofthe Lakeville Post Office. It indicates that
the postmaster retired in January 2010. There are other post offrces with postmaster positions
vacant for longer than the Lakeville post office - but this is not mentioned in the Final
Determination. It concludes that there will be a $55,816 annual savings, presumably the salary of
the temporary Lakeville postmaster. This person, however, has been assigned to the V/insted
post office, therefore the cost is shifted, not eliminated. It is misleading to claim a savings that is
merely being shifted to another post office.
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There was a public hearing, as required, on April 2I, 201. 73 people attended, 308 people signed
a petition, several businesses and large customers submitted letters. At this hearing, members of
the public, including the appellants, asked questions that were not answered by the Post Office
representatives, including questions about the number of PO boxes, routes and revenue of other
post offices in the area.

There was no opportunity for the public to review and compare information about the
performance and other criteria of all area post offices as none was provided. Post Office
representatives asserted, without substantiation, that the revenue from Lakeville was less than the
revenue from Salisbury. They also asserted that the Lakeville revenue was $330,000.00 but
would not speciSr whether this was gross or net. Representatives would not provide revenue
numbers for Salisbury, or other post offices, despite several attempts at the public hearing and in
writing to both the US Postal Service and Congressman Murphy's office.

Under these circumstances, it is impossible for the Petitioners to determine the validity of the
sparse information provided the public. This information must be made available to the public in
order to understand the basis of the Final Determination.

It is not clear what criteria were used to make this determination and the statements made within
this determination are inconsistent with known facts. For example, both Lakeville and Salisbury
rank 16, Salisbury has one delivery route and 500 PO boxes, Lakeville has 900 PO boxes (700
rented) and two delivery routes.

One of the stated reasons to declassiff Lakeville was that it is without an official postmaster
since January 2010. The Salisbury postmistress is retiring soon. Anecdotally, it is reported that
the Salisbury Post Office is not busy and that the postmistress closes the office for lunchtime. It
would be prudent to appoint a postmaster in the busier Lakeville Post Office.

Ofparticular concern is that the repercussion of this reclassification is unknown and was not
explained. At the public hearing, attendees asked, for example, whether a public hearing was
required to close a classified branch. No answer was provided. Questions regarding the potential
consequences ofthis reclassification were not answered. The Lakeville community was lulled
into believing that they had succeeded at saving their post office from closing. This may be the
case for the near future. Appellants are concerned that the reclassification ofthe Lakeville post
office will facilitate closing the branch in the future.

The October 4,2011 response from the Postal Service to Congressman Chris Murphy (attached),
indicates that notice and comment procedures are extended to discontinuance of classified
stations and branches. This is, however, merely a 'þolicy decision" that can be reversed aI aîy
time. Many community members question whether the new designation as a classified branch
will, eventually, lead to the closing of the branch without public input.
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In the end, this decision is looked on with suspicion by the community, due in large part,to the
lack of information and unwillingness to provide information to the public. It is also disturbing to
the Petitioners that the Final Determination randomly interchanges the terms declassif,rcation ãnd
closing, which sparked a second petition using the term closing after the Final Determination
was issued. See attached: editorial from the Litchfield County Times, 1012112011; petitions.

The premise that the burden ofproofbe placed on the citizenry, that it supply evidence that the
Postal Service did not consider certain required issues; that the facts relied upon by the postal
Service are not valid; or that the facts in the Final Determination are true but do not prove what
the Postal Service asserts, is flawed when citizens are denied access to the relevant information
regarding the operations of the post offices.

The burden cannot be on the citizens to refute Postal Service assertion of facts. The burden must
be on the Postal Service to provide to the public the facts and data it intends to use in its decision
making process so that iI" may be reviewed and assessed by the public.

The Petitioners

Ut^t*"'/rn
B

Charlene LaVoie
Communit y Law y er I Counsel for Appellant s
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CoNNEC,]TICUT VALLEY DISTRICT

Octob,er 4,2411

T[-{E F{OITÛ.RAtsLE CHRI.STOPHER S. MUìRPIlY

UI\IIÌTED S I.ATES Iij]O,I-'SE O'F RFFRE,SENTTATIVES

114 WEST STREET, SUITE 2:06

NEW ERITAIIN CT 060,5:1

Dea r Representati ve' MutrPh Y:

Tlìis: letter 
-m. 

[n response to your coruespondence dìa,ted September 22,2011 with the

question fliom your constituent M:r- Etienne Detlesserl concerninE the, process for closÍng'

ä post office branch: verse a post o{fice.

Th.e Postalseqvice applies handbook, Postal Service*Aperated Retail Facil:ities
tiseontinuance Guide- FO lO4, was updâted' in, July 201 'l . This handbook ou;tlines

flhe procedures applÌicabletothedlscontinruanceprocess a'nd ernphas,izes customer
paÉicipartion in such investigatio,nrs,

As a polilcy decisTcn,, the Posfal Servi e n'ow extends the n,otíce and ccrnrnent
procedures for Fost O.ffice clisco:ntinuance inves:tiga,tions to,discontinura,n,ce of Classified

bta,tion* and Ctassûfied Branches. The new provisiotits are not retroactive and wítll

rernãin, in fonce unjil such, tirn,e as any additíonalt changes are necessâry in response to

future fegisla,tiVe or reg,ulafory cfirang,es- As informatio,ni, the rnost recent update to th'is

texïwas i¡r,20,05.

[f you should lrave an,y addition,al conce'rns regardÍng this matter', please me at (860)

Mân*ger- Co'nsrilmer and llndusfry Contact

1t4it riirËsrcN S;IRÉT

l1å'ffiúno , C-¡: 061f4-99gci

[86û] 52¡46í'37
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"Every science begins äs philosophy and ends as

art." Will Durant

THE LITCHFIELD COLINTY TIMES
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Wê, the undersigned residents, are opposed to
closing the Lakeville Post Office and endorse

the attached appeal
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